tion was determined by the available space in any given structure; statuary for interior decoration does not seem to have existed before Roman times.2 Similarly I shall not take into account architectural sculpture proper, because the setting of carved friezes, metopes or pediments was determined by the established sequence of parts in the Greek orders. The function of architectural sculpture was decorative from its very inception, but could not have existed without the underlying structural frame and should be studied only in conjunction with it.
Having thus delimited the field of my enquiry, I wish to state as a working hypothesis the following proposition. At first Greek sculpture in the round was purely " utilitarian," either in a religious or a civic sense, and the location of a monument was chosen in relation to its importance to the citizens at large. Toward the end of the fourth century B.C. sculpture became increasingly spectacular, and with the loosening of religious conventions and civic concern it tended to acquire a more decorative function. This aspect of " art for art's sake " was finally fully exploited during the Hellenistic period, when the formation of the Eastern monarchies and the creation of the great private estates provided at the same time the incentive and the funds for more elaborate displays. The densely populated Hellenistic cities prompted a desire for more pastoral surroundings, and the private villas of the wealthy furnished the necessary acreage; landscape became more physically involved in sculptural compositions, in which it finally formed an element per se rather than a purely neutral background. This concern with the environment eventually led to the great Roman villas filled with statuary in key positions, a pattern later copied and imitated not only in the Renaissance but down to our times.
The first impulse behind Greek monumental stone sculpture was religious. Aside from the making of cult statues, which did not necessarily require stone or bronze as their proper medium, and of funerary monuments, to be discussed below, the Archaic period saw the beginning of votive art in the form of marble figures of youths and girls,3 often over life-sized, which were dedicated in the major panhellenic sanctuaries as gifts to the divinity. In the majority of cases it is now impossible to determine where these statues originally stood, since they have been found in disturbed contexts, but some surmises are possible. Their setting must have varied according to their scale; small figures were often placed within the colonnades 4 or on the steps of temples and propylaia,5 but by and large sizable statues were set up in the open air (as suggested by their weathering and their meniskoi for protection against the birds), in a scattered arrangement within the sacred precinct. Location in such instances must have largely been a case of " first come, first served," though the importance of the donor, or, more probably, the size of the dedication must have played a part in the choice.
It is tempting, for example, to suggest that the colossal Sounion kouroi 6 must have been placed in a specific relationship to the Archaic temple of Poseidon on the Attic promontory. All traces of their original position have now vanished, but a clue may be given by the fact that the statues' plinths are set at an angle within their bases, so that when the front of the base lies parallel to the spectator the kouros appears in a diagonal position. This device may have been adopted to impart an impression of three-dimnensionality and movement to an otherwise frontally conceived statue, but it can also be surmised that the oblique setting is dependent on the arrangement of the colossi around the temple, perhaps on either side of the front, with an early attempt at a balancing composition.' Triangular bases were also used for these first kouroi 8 perhaps to encourage all-around inspection, while female figures or fantastic beings often appeared on tall pedestals or columns. In such cases it is obvious that the statues may have stood anywhere in the sanctuary, without a conditioning background, and only rarely do we find an Archaic dedication that seems to presuppose a niche setting or, more probably, an architectural backdrop preventing a view of its back.9
In some cases the pedestal itself was an important part of the dedication and had, so to speak, architectural connotations. I refer to the colossal Sphinx monument, a of statues within intercolumniations, such as we see in the Nereid Monument at Xanthos (e.g., Fouilles de Xcanthos, III, 1969, I, pls. 3, 5, 6 for various reconstructions) or the Sarcophagus of the Mourning Women, probably a reflection of contemnporary free-standing monuments (R. Lullies and M. Hirmer, Greek Sculpture, 1960, pl. 207).
-A very interesting arrangement of statues on steps, though of terracotta rather than stone, occurs on the " theatral area " of a sanctuary of Demeter and Kore being excavated on the slopes of Akrokorinth. For a recent account of the shrine see N. Bookidis, Hesperia, XXXVIII, 1969, pp. 297-310; the terracotta statues and their possible arrangement were mentioned by Dr. Bookidis in a lecture at Bryn Mawr College in February 1970. The date of the statues seems to fall within the first half of the fifth century B.c. 6 Kouroi, nos. 2-3, 42-45, with additional references; ca. 600 B.C. 7Vermeule, op. cit., has already emphasized that the typical Roman practice of balancing comnpositions through mirror-reversal replicas of the same work has its roots in the Greek past, though he does not trace it back quite as early. tiolns. It is generally assumed that the Archaic period was incapable of producing complex arrangements of figures in interaction, and indeed sixth century groups appear mostly as single statues juxtaposed. But it is interesting to note that such "naive arrangements continue well into the Hellenistic period, although much more intricate groupings had already been accomplished. It is obvious therefore that setting played a part in this matter. A " single file " composition, by its very nature, lends itself particularly well for alignment alongside a road; yet location near a road implies a great number of viewers and is therefore preferable to a more remote though more picturesque setting. A donor may, hence, select a paratactic composition, easily grasped even by a walking person, over a more complex arrangement with narrative content. The typical example for the Archaic period is Geneleos' dedication in Samos, where an entire family (four standing figures between a seated female and a reclining male) occupied a long and narrow two-stepped base flanking the Sacred Street to the temple of Hera."5 But Delphi offers comparable examples from the fifth and fourth centuries B.C., as well as the Hellenistic period. The bases with their " footprints " are particularly eloquent even if the statues they once supported are no longer preserved; variations on the paratactic theme may include arrangement on a semicircular base or on two levels within a niche, but sculptural bravura seems almost subordinate to the " parade " effect made possible by the road setting."
From the very beginning religious piety was accompanied by more human considerations. An offering was placed in a sanctuary not simply to honor the god but also to impress citizens and foreign visitors. Literary sources tell us of an extreme case of " display to the spectator ": the statues of Zeus (Zanes), which were set up by athletes as fines for cheating in the Olympic games, stood along the road to the Stadium as a constant source of humiliation for the culprits and of warning for fellow competitors.'7 But a certain consideration for the viewer must have underscored every dedication, as suggested by the many inscriptions phrased as if the statue 20 The term is here used in a very wide sense to mean any single male or female statue, whether kouros or kore, athletic figure, specific individual or even hero or divinity, outside of a narrative context. 21 Our major source of information on these monuments is Pausanias. Some of these groups consist of individual figures not always physically connected, but they cannot be considered on a par with the Hellenistic " groups in space " mentioned infra, pp. Second only to sanctuaries in their wealth of statuary were the cemeteries of ancient Greece. Here too the predominant criteria were the availability of space and the desire to impress. Polyandria erected at public expense carried the additional message that death for the country was highly honorable and officially rewarded. Only the Kerameikos in Athens gives us a more or less complete picture of Greek burial grounds,24 but literary sources suggest that also elsewhere tombs were set period. F. Eckstein (op. cit., pp. 27-32) has recently discussed the composition of the group on the basis of the available evidence: a round statue base aligned on the axis of a semicircular pedestal at a distance of ca. 8 m. (p. 28, text ill. 3). Eckstein stresses Onatas' innovation in establishing a number of figures on the periphery of a circle, with their glances directed toward the center into which the spectator himself is drawn. The separation onto two pedestals of the elements of a single composition qualifies this work for a potential " group in space," but the attempt seems never to have been repeated, and once again we marvel at the many links which join the Severe to the Hellenistic period, bypassing the classical era. 24 Whatever evidence we have from elsewhere (e.g. Olynthos) suggests however that the alongside major roads, mostly outside, but at times also within, the city walls. Decorative purposes are obviously present in individual monuments and within family plots, but the overall effect is a mixture of levels and styles inevitably determined by the passing of time. An interesting but uncommon attempt at reconciling the funerary monument with the terrain is the plot of Dexileos' family, which was given a triangular shape to fit at the meeting point of two roads, while the knight's stele, with its unusual concave shape, formed a dramatic backdrop delimiting the area.25 Attic funerary monuments were drastically curbed by the well-known antiluxury decree of 317 B.c., and therefore information for the Hellenistic period is proportionately scanty. But it is interesting to note how " illusionistic" effects had begun to infiltrate the fairly conservative world of grave reliefs prior to their cessation. Statues in the round were set within architectural frames to give the impression of very high relief at first,26 then perhaps even of tableatux vivants; warrior stelai, which traditionally showed the deceased triumphing over an enemy, may omit the opponent and show the dead charging forth from his naiskos against an imaginary adversary supplied by the passerby's imaginatioon. This device, though still not binding the monument to a specific setting, can be nonetheless considered an attempt to relate the sculpture to its environment, within which the second element of the composition was mentally located.2
Finally the third location within a city where sculpture could be expected were the civic areas such as the agora and the theater. Statues of poets and dramatists were set up in the latter, but apparently more for edification and educational purposes than for the actual decoration of the theater. Even this practice, however, was established rather late in the fourth century, to continue in Hellenistic times.28
From epigraphical as well as literary evidence we know that the agora in ceived no sculptural adornment except for their lion-head spouts. Natural springs and grottoes were often considered shrines and filled with dedications, but these usually took the form of small plaques inserted within niches cut into the rock in a haphazard fashion, without decorative intent or specific correlation to the surroundings. The Hellenistic period is much more difficult to study. Evidence of location is mostly unavailable and the line between Hellenistic creations and Roman adaptations or additions is hard to draw. Most of the following notes are therefore purely speculative, and a systematic survey of sculptural distribution and uses will not be attempted.
In many ways the period continued earlier practices. More and more honorary statues were set up in the Athenian agora or on the Akropolis; many dedications were offered at Delphi and Olympia, and they often took the form of the paratactic composition on a long base which had first appeared almost three centuries earlier. We thus find two kinds of Hellenistic groups: the tightly knit composition in which each figure is physically connected with the others from which it cannot be intelligibly separated, and the loosely built group of individual figures juxtaposed in space and linked purely by gestures, glances or subject. Krateros' Hunt is an example of this second type, but confined within an enframing niche. Other monuments may have been more freely arranged within a garden or other natural setting, away from the systematic display of a public sanctuary.
It is regrettable that so many Hellenistic monuments have survived only in Roman copies which can give us little or no help in visualizing the original setting of their prototypes. Archaeological studies have thus tended to concentrate on the sculptures per se rather than on their possible locations, without even questioning their suitability for traditional purposes or settings. I shall attempt to assemble here a few Hellenistic monuments whose composition seems to require a specific arrangement in nature, trying to derive evidence, as it were, from the statues themselves. Unfortunately this " internal " evidence seems hardly substantiated by excavational or external evidence on gardens and landscape, and one must not underestimate the danger of letting our experience with Italian and English Romanticism color our notions of Hellenistic times. Whatever is known of ancient Greek gardens suggests that they were of the orderly variety, along the lines of today's " Italian gardens," rather than the romantic natural growth which seems implied by the " groups in space." These latter, nonetheless, could have stood in " religious" gardens, associated with heroa, sanctuaries of the Nymphs or Muses, and perhaps even gymnasia and schools; some subjects may even have been appropriate for formalized parks, such as those known through the literary sources to have existed in Alexandria."5
The so-called Invitation to the Dance,36 known through numerous Roman copies, is usually thought to have been originally located in Kyzikos, since it appears on Severan coins of that city. This numismatic selection implies that the monument was well known and therefore must have stood in a public area within the city limits, perhaps near a fountain in the agora. But its subject is ideally suited for more pastoral surroundings, to which many Roman replicas were in fact adapted, and nothing excludes the possibility that this was also the case in the Hellenistic period.37 plicated by the fact that some scholars visualize the original as a three-figured composition, with the Hanging Marsyas, the Scythian Slave, and a seated Apollo, while others consider the Apollo a later addition.43 If a natural setting can be posited also for this group, the Apollo should be eliminated from the original arrangement. This would increase its similarity to the Invitation to the Dance (and in general to Hellenistic groups, which favored two-figured compositions), and would be psychologically more in keeping with Hellenistic tendencies to eliminate divine protagonists from mythological representations, thus reducing a religious or semi-religious parable of hybris punished to a genre episode." Also for the Flaying of Marsyas a bronze original has sometimes been postulated, in which case one could assume that the tree trunk was not rendered in metal but was part of the natural setting. Probably the positioning of the figures was not simply a matter of a semicircle, since it is difficult to reconcile the glance of the Scythian Slave with a Marsyas at the apex of the curve.45 The Satyr must have been almost opposite the Slave, on a forward line; the viewer must have been able to move freely around the group and this explains why the seemingly two-dimensional pose of the Scythian offers so many interesting details from various points of view. If a group of two figures at a distance from each other were to be seen from a main angle, as would obviously be determined by a set base in a normal " city context," the result would inevitably be somewhat one-sided, and it is for such settings that the more traditional compositions were created, with two figures closely interlocked and oriented toward a main direction.46 The " groups in space " were probably much more limited in range and application and are therefore proportionately fewer in number.
Two more instances can be cited of works composed of loose figures agaillst a natural landscape, which is here attested by the lack of proper support. The first is a marble Andromeda, originally from Sperlonga, with her arms lifted and obviously chained to a background which is now missing and must have been the natural rock. A second many-figured composition is the Niobid Group,56 perhaps as controversial in its reconstruction and chronology as that of the Muses. The problem is complicated by the fact that recent scholarship tends to attribute to the late fourth or early third century B.C. only the group of Niobe and her daughter (a closely knit composition)," while the single Niobids are dated either in the first century B.C. or considered additions of Roman date.58 As for the setting of the group, a long paratactic arrangement has been suggested, as well as a compact, pyramidal composition on a single sloping base.59 I visualize a more scattered ensemble, with the figures placed at relatively wide intervals, in a natural setting such as a grove or garden. The element of terror would thus be emphasized as well as the undetermined origin of the lethal arrows. This psychological approach which leaves to the spectator's imagination, prompted by statuary poses, an important element of the story (the shooting divinities) is known through other Hellenistic works, such as, for instance, the Borghese Warrior.60 I therefore tend to date the Niobids to the first century B.C., perhaps being created then as additions around an earlier core (Niobe and her daughter) in response to current demands for more complex groupings compatible with sophisticated tastes and available settings.
Even more uncertain is the chronological origin of the many statues of Old Peasants and Fishermen known to us only through Roman replicas.6' It is usually assumed that they copy Hellenistic prototypes, and certainly the Hellenistic period was fully capable of producing such extreme emaciation and decay, both in terms of technical ability and psychological interest. But where would such statues have been erected? It is doubtful that they could have been votive offerings in sanctuaries, and they were certainly not appropriate for display in civic centers. The only possibility is that they were decorations for private gardens, though the taste that enjoyed a picture of indigent senility in the midst of a luxury villa may seem questionable to us. Fountains also became more spectacular in sanctuaries or agoras whenever they rose to the importance of victory monuments with decorative, but no practical, utilitarian function. The most famous example is of course the Nike of Samothrace,69 which provides excellent demonstration of the illusionistic tendencies and landscape exploitation of the Hellenistic period. In its rocky basin, emerging, as it were, fron its background so that only the prow of the ship was revealed, the Nike stood against the wind that also today blows from the North into the gully, in one of the most spectacular monuments of antiquity.
A presumably later example has now been re-erected in the Agora of Cyrene,70 in a less effective setting because surrounded by buildings, but still emerging from a niche and within a shallow pool of water, though the crowning statue could presumably be seen from all sides.7' The ship's prow is flanked by two capering dolphins statuette of Aphrodite may have been kept in the upper storey. Nancy Winter, in an unpublished M. A. Dissertation, Bryn Mawr College 1970, has discussed a statuette of Aphrodite Anadyomene from Benghazi in the University Museum, Philadelphia, which must have formed a similar apartment decoration and must have stood in a pool of water or over a glass surface imitating the sea to suggest her rising from the waves; the statuette is a demi-statue, carved only to the beginning of the thighs and never meant to be attached to a lower section. Miss Winter will discuss the piece in a forthcoming article, which will take into account " impressionistic settings." The Philadelphia statuette is particularly interesting in this respect because it shows that such illusions could be achieved also for small-scale works and not only for large compositions in outdoor locations. 67 Pliny, N.H., XXXIV, 18, speaks of naked statues of ephebes in Greek Gymnasia called "Achilles "; and Cicero (Ad Atticum, I, 6, 2; I, 9, 2; I, 10, 3) speaks repeatedly of statues and herms appropriate for palaestrae and gymnasia which he wants his friend to acquire for him in Greece. 68 and surmrounted by a female figure variously interpreted as Nike or Athena, though against the first interpretation speaks the lack of wings, and against the second the lack of helmet. The date of the statue has been greatly disputed, especially because its connection with a naval monument is not clear; since its dependence on the Samothracian prototype seems logical, it should slightly postdate the Nike, usually attributed to ca. 180-150 B.C., but a date after Actium has also been suggested.72
Quite similar in arrangement and location was a naval monument in the Agora of Thasos, which has also been attributed to the second century B.C., but here we lack information about the crowning statue. This utilization of the natural landscape for honorary purposes emphasizes the difference in the Hellenistic approach. Rock-cut reliefs had existed in Greece since Archaic times, but they were usually of a more personal nature and generally connected with rustic shrines and votive offerings.5 The Rhodian ship is instead an official monument to an individual set up at public expense. That landscape could be utilized in even more grandiose ways is perhaps also expressed by an anecdote in Vitruvius (2, Introduction), according to which Deinokrates, the architect of Alexandria in Egypt, had at first impressed himself upon Alexander's attention by suggesting the carving of Mount Athos into the statue of a man supporting a fortified city in his left hand and a bowl in his right, to collect all the mountain streams. Though this ambitious but impractical project was never carried out and perhaps was not even suggested, the inclusion of the story by Vitruvius may imply that such colossal enterprises were considered within the realm of credibility.
In fact the Hellenistic period, from its inception, revived a use of the colossal in statuary that had predominated in the early sixth century but had then tapered off without ever being completely abandoned. These notes are inevitably sketchy and superficial, but may suffice to point out the complexity of the question presented by the setting of Hellenistic sculpture. What justifies my attempt, even with all its limitations, is the fact that any enquiry on Hellenistic inclinations and tastes as revealed by the specific location and composition of the monuments is bound to increase our understanding of the people and their period as a whole-an understanding which, after all, is the main purpose of Archaeology. 
